law only. There was not a single international treaty embracing all European states, or even one that was intended to do so. It was also evident that treaties only created particular international rules. Vattel wrote:
As soon as it is evident that a treaty binds only the contracting parties, conventional international law is not general but particular law.?
In the main this theory prevails even now, and it follows as a necessary consequence Professor Suzanne Bastid is of the opinion that 'a treaty may change customary norm. On the other hand it may be a basis for creating a customary norm'. See S. Based, Les traitis dans la vie Internationale: conclusion et effets (. 1985 The prevailing theory actually leads to the conclusion that there are two separate and actually independent branches or bodies of international law, customary law and conventional law. General international law cannot be changed by international treaties and conventional international law cannot be changed by custom. This is in flagrant contradiction with the present-day realities of international law.
LQ. General Multilateral Treaties
The main innovation in die relationship between general, customary and conventional international law lies in the appearance of general multilateral treaties as a new type of multilateral treaty. The term 'general multilateral treaty' was not present in the Special Rapporteur's Waldock First Report of 1962. However he felt that something should be done in this field. He suggested dividing multilateral treaties into two categories: those which concern a few States only and those which are of interest to all States. During the discussion he proposed to call the first group 'plurilateral treaties' and the second group 'multilateral treaties'.
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The term 'general multilateral treaty' was not used during the discussion and the draft article was referred to the drafting committee. This term first appeared in the report of the drafting committee presented to the Commission. I do not remember who suggested this term in the drafting committee, probably it was Waldock himself. The formulation proposed by the drafting committee was as follows:
'General multilateral treaty' means a multilateral treaty which concerns general norms of international law or deals with matters of general interest to States as a whole.
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This wording was adopted and included in the draft articles which were circulated to governments for comment In their observations on the Commission's draft the governments of the United States and Great Britain expressed their opposition to this provision. As a result it was not included in the final draft Although the words 'recognized as such', added at the Vienna Conference, are somewhat confusing, the sense of this provision remains clear enough: provisions of a treaty may become binding upon non-participating States through a customary process.
IV. Mixed Rules in General International Law
What is the situation when provisions of a treaty become binding upon nonparticipating States by a customary process? For States parties to a treaty the norms are conventional, but for States non-parties they are customary. I suggested long ago to name such norms 'mixed norms', treaty-customary norms.
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Partisans of the concept according to. which general international law is customary law only sometimes refer to the usefulness of this concept from the point of vie w of the stability of international law. They argue that international treaties may be terminated by States, whereas customary norms may be amended only by State practice accepted as law. There is a grain of truth in this assertion. But it is a fact that customary norms may be amended or abrogated by treaties, and a growing number of general international treaties do not contain provisions on their termination. According to Article 56 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties:
A treaty which contains no provision regarding its termination and which does not provide for denunciation or withdrawal is not subject to denunciation or withdrawal unless: (a) it is established that the parties intended to admit the possibility of denunciation or withdrawal; or (b) a right of denunciation or withdrawal may be implied by the nature of the treaty.
General multilateral treaties concluded in recent decades, with the exception of treaties on the limitation of armaments, contained no provision on termination, denunciation or withdrawal. From the point of view of stability such treaties are in fact on the same level as customary norms.
Some authors argue that treaty norms are rigid whereas customary norms are more flexible. This is true only to a certain extent If there is a norm of international law admitting, within certain limits, the amendment of a treaty by subsequent practice, this objection against conventional norms practically vanishes. 
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At the same time one should not lose sight of the fact that conventional norms are more precise than customary norms. This is their great advantage in comparison to customary norms. 
V. Concluding Remarks
It follows that, although the prevailing theory discussed above is still strongly rooted in the minds of international lawyers, there are sufficient reasons for re-examining the problem of the relationship between general international law, customary international law and conventional international law.
I believe that international lawyers should accept that general international law now comprises both customary and conventional rules of international law. This would have implications at two levels: (1) codification and progressive development of international law, which is today commonly effected by treaties, would take its proper dignified place; (2) the Charter of the United Nations, which is the basic document of contemporary general international law, would be accepted by international law doctrine as a kind of constitution of the international community -and this would be of considerable importance for the future of mankind
